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From: Commanding Officer, Engineering Field Activity, West, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command

To: Disfribution

SUbJ: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION
GOALS, HUNTERS POINT ANNEX, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Encl: (1) RESPONSE To COMMENTS oN THE PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION
GOALS, HUNTERS POINT ANNEX. SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

l. Enclosure (1) are responses to comments on the Navy's assumptions regarding the use
of Preliminary Remediation Goals at Hunters Poinf Annex.

2. If you have any questions regarding the Navy response to comments, please contact me
at (415) 244-2655.

L3Y"
RICHARD E. POWELL
By direction of the
Commanding Officer

Distribution:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Attn: Sheryl Lauth)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Attn: Claire Trombadore)
Roy F. Weston, Inc. (EPA Consultant, Attn: Karla Brasaemle)
Department of Toxics Substances Control (Attn: Cyrus Shabahari)
California Regional Water Quality ControlBoard (Attn: Richard Hiett)

Copies to:
PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (Jim Sickles)
Harding Lawson Associates (David Leland)
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July 17, 1995

Mr. Richard Powell, Code 1g32
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Engineering Field Activitv West
900 Commodore Drive, Iiuilding 20g
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006

subject: Navy Responses to Reguratory Agencies comments on the Navy,s Assumptions
regarding the use of Preliminary Remediation Goals at Hunteri point Annex
contract No. N62474-gg-D-50g6, contract Task order No. 0142

Dear Mr. Powell:

Enclosed please find one copy each of the Navy's Responses to the u.s. Environmental protection
Agency and California Environmental Protection egency Comments regarding the use of preliminary
Remediation Goals at Hunters Point Annex for youi r.ui.*. should you have any questions, pleasecontact me at (415) 222-8344 or Diana Auyeung at (415) zzz-gz7g.

Sincerely,
( ^ \ 0 ^
\ \ - \ . v a

\MAt,,l/?JAa
Iir{ Sickles
Project Manager

JS/dja

PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
135 Main Street
Suite 1800
San Francrsco, CA 9410S
41 5-543-4880
Fax 41 5-543-5480

RECE,I \ l  E I
Michael McClelland, Navy
Diana Auyeung, PRC
File



NAVY RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENTS
ON TIIE NAVY'S ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE USE OF PRELIMINARY

REMEDIATION GOALS AT HUNTERS POINT ANNEX

The following are the Navy's responses to the U.S. Environmental protecrion Agency (EpA)comments on the Navy_'s assumptions regarding the use of Preliminary Remediatlon boals @RG) atHunters Point Annex (HPA), Sin rranciico, California. EpA's commenm were presented in a letterfrom Ms' Alydda Mangelsdorf (EPA) to Mr. Richard Powell (Navy) dated March22, lggs.Comments are reproduced exactly as submitted to the Navy. 
'

Comment l: NaYX AssumPtion #l: PRGs rvill onty to be used in futuie documents. It is U.S.EPA's assumption, as well, ttrat pRCs witt ne used in future documents, only.However, to clarify this point, the Navy should expand the list of future
documents in which a screening with PRGs witl be conducted to include: theRemedial Investigation (RI) reports for each Parcel, all Human Heatth Risk
Assessments, the Feasibility Study (FS) reports for each parcel, all future
Environmental Baseline Surveys (EBS) ond Finding of Suitabitity to Lease(FOSL) or Transfer (FOST), and any other future documents in which a
screening of human health risk is appropriate. For example, the Site Assessment
sites to be investigated in the neirr f,rtur. should also be screened using the EpAPRGs when the data fbr these sites are reported, whether the report to be a Siternspection (sI) report or Remediar Investigation (RI) report.

Further, it is our recommendation that the Site Inspection (SI) reports alreadypublished, all sites which were recommended for no further invesiigation, be "reviewed to ensure that the use of PRGs would not have resulted in additionat
sites requiring further study. u.s. EpA would be happy to discuss the
mechanisms most appropriate for accomptishing this recommendation in a
conference call to be arranged in the near l.uture.

EPA Region IX PRGs will be used as a screening tool in the foilowing future
documents unless a detailed evaluation of site-spJcific conditions reveals that the useof EPA Region IX pRGs is inippropriate:

. RI and FS reports for parcels B, C, D and E
o EBSs
o human health risk assessments (HHRA) supporting EBSso FOSLs or FOSTs
' Any other documents in wtrictr a screening of human health risk is appropriate

HHRAs will use the EpA Region IX pRG methodology to calculare risk or rhe
3i9c-iu!.t3 t-*posure parameters in standard risk assessient calculations (as outlined byEPA's "Risk Assessment Guidance fbr Superfund,', volume l, part A, issued in1989).

Response:

PRCVHBL.EPA
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An example of a reason why the use of EpA Region IX pRGs may not be appropriateis that 
$r9 ree Region 

5 nncs only considers exposure scenarios for residential orindustrial settings fbr soil and does ntt consider exposure scenarios for recreationalsettings.

Data tbr all sites recommended for no further action in the parcers B through E sIreports will be compared to the EPA Region IX PRGs and quatitatively assessed inthe HHRA for the respective RI reports,"as demonstrated in the parcel A RI report.

contaminants. U.S. EpA *n not .".".pt tt ;r 6
:i: H:f:^"::T:::]1i:g lh" r:l.lim Ambient Levers (rAL) for this site, we can

Comment 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

not agree to substitute HBLs or pRGs at r0{ for arsenic'il;;;;,,il,fi;ffi.
The BRAC cleanup Team (BcT) has adopted a screening process by which botha human health screening- and background screening are emproyed. If data isavailable for screening piio. to the fro"y .ornpletion of its recalculation of rALs,then the BCT must negotiate a sorurionio tr,ai ;il;;t;';ino, ,i-".

Ambient levels, cailed Hunters point Ar!i._n! Levers (HPAL), have been developedby the Navy to replace IA-Ls. However, HPALs have not received concurrence fromthe regulatory agencies. once concu.r.n.. regarding the HpALs has been received,HPALs will be used for screening purposes as adopted by the BRAC creanup Team(BCr).

Assessments. u.s. EpA .on not o..[i tr,i, ^r"-ptionlhe primary reason foru.s. EPA's rerommendation that the Navy adopt pRGs in rieu of HBIs was tohelp streamline and make more consistent the risk assessment process both forthe Remedial rnvestigation/Feasibility study and for the Environmental Baselinesurvey/Finding of suitabirity p.o"or"o If the Navy were nor to use pRGs inthese processes, it is unctear where or when it mighi then use them. As above, itis our recommendation that the pRGs be adoptedfor use in future RI reports, FSreports, Risk Assessments, EBSs, Fosls, po'sts, 
""t;;; 

other reports in whicha human health risk evaluation is appropriate.

Item number 3 in the memorandum addressed to EpA from the Navy, datedFebruary 3, 1995 was included to reiterate that the Region IX pRG methodology maynot be used in HHRAs conducted fbr reports such as the RI. As discussed in theResponse to comment 1, the EpA Region IX pRG mettroootogy or its associatedexposure parameters wilt be used in all HHRAs unless a detaileo evaluation ofsite-specific conditions (such as future tana use) reveals that the use of the EpARegion IX PRGs is inappropriate. The use of EpA Region IX pRGs may not beappropriate tbr soil exposure scenarios other than residential or industrial. Forexample, fbr some areas at.HpA it may be more appropriate to screen chemicarconcentrations to risk-based revers deveroped for the recreationar scenario.

PROVHBL.EPA
July 17, 1995



HHRAs conducted for EBSs to support properry leases will use the EpA Region IXPRG methodology if the lease is foi either the residential or industrial scenario. Forother uses, standard risk assessment calculdtions (as outlined by EpA,s ,,Risk
Assessment cuidance tbr Superfund," Volume l, part A, issued in r9g9) wilr beused.

Comment 4:
updates of the PRG tabte. lvu ogr.- thotEcussion of this -ott., is warranted.

since the data for Parc_els B through E are currently undergoing evaluation for thedraft versions of the RI reports, fJr consistency among trrJzu reports, the Navyproposes that the February 1995 EPA Region ix pnci be used as tr,e screenini toolfor the RI reports for theiemaining pur.r'rr. If it has been determined appropriate tous.e EPA Region IX PRGs o. .*poiui. parameters in the risk calculations, the HHRAwill also use the same version a, the RI repons.

PROVHBL.EPA
July 17. 1995



o NAVY RESPONSES TO CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCYCOMMENTS ON THE NAVY'S ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE USE OFPRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOALS AT HUNTERS POINT ANNEX

The following are the^Navy's responses to the california Environmental protection Agency (callEpA)Department of Toxic subsiances bontrol (DTSC) oftjce of scientific Affairs (oSAt comments on theNavy's assumptions regarding the use of Preliminary Remediation Goals (pRG) at Hunters pointAnnex (HPA), San Francisco, California. oSA's ,o**.nt, were attached to a letter from Mr. CyrusShabahari (cal/EPA DTSC) to Mr. Richard Powell (Navy) dated March 13, 1995. comments arereproduced exactly as submitted to the Navy.

GENERAL COMMENTS

comment l: The memorandum states.that the Navy agrees to use the u.s. EpA Region IXPRGs in the place of health-based levets rtrnr^l with several 'assumptions, to'alleviate concerns of inconsistencies between EpA Region IX facilities.' We takethis agreement to include the use of the 'California adJusted values, which arecontained in the U.S. EpA pRG tist.

Response: when available, california adjusred values (cal-modified pRGs) will be used whenpRGs are used.

Comment 2: To which parcels are these agreements on the use of HBI*S and pRGs appticabte?The PRG approach may stillle useful at parcels which have not progressed tothe RI phase.

Response:

PROVHBL.CAL
July 17, 1995

Health-based levels (HBL) were used as a screening tool in the site inspection (SI)repofts for Parcels A through E and in the arternative serection repofts (ASR).Additionally, HBLs were also used in the human health risk assessment (HHRA) forthe Parcel A SI report.

EPA Region IX PRGs wilr be used as a screening tool in the fbilowing futuredocuments unless a detailed evaluation of site-specific conditions reveals that the useof EPA Region IX PRGS is inappropriate:

o Remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS) reporrs for parcels B, c,D, and E
r Environmental baseline survevs GBS)o HHRAs supporting EBSs
r Findings of suitability to lease (FOSL) or transfer (FOST)' Any other documents in which a screening of human health risk is appropriate

HHRAs will use the EpA Region IX pRG methodorogy to carcurate risk or theassociated exposure parameters in standard risk assessment calculations (as outlined byEPA's "Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund,,,volume r, part A, issued in1989).



The use of EPA Region iX PRGs may not be appropriate in cases where soil exposure
scenarios are those other than residential or induitriil. For example, for some areasat HPA it may be more appropriate to screen chemical concentrations to risk-based
Ievels developed for the recreational scenario

Data fbr all sites recommended for no further action in the parcels B through E SIrepo-rts will be compared.to the EPA Region IX PRGs and qualitatively assissed for
the HHRA of the respective RI reports, as dernonstrated in the parcel A RI report.

SPECIFTC COMMENTS

Comment 1: Number l: We agree that documents already submitted which use HBIs do not
require reevaluation. There is an implication that the feasibility study (FD will
be the first document to use the PRGapproach. we understand from discussions
with Dan Stralka of U.S. EPA Region tf tnat a proposal was made to produce
the RI Report incorporating changes in response to previous comments.

Response: See General comment 2 tbr documents that will use EpA Region IX pRGs.

The discussions with Mr. Daniel Stralka of EPA Region IX regarding a proposal toproduce the RI report incorporating changes in response to previous comments was inreference to the Parcel A RI report. l.tre Navy and the agencies agreed that
specifically, for the Parcel A RI, contaminans of concern are OeRieO as chemicals
that exceed an EPA Region IX PRG at a carcinogenic risk level of I x l0ro or, for
noncarcinogenic compounds, a hazard index of t. rnis agreement was reached with
the understanding that the HHRA prepared for the Parcel A SI report was adequate
with the exception of the evaluation oi ingestion of home-grown jroduce as a potential
route of exposure. The HHRA for the Pircel A RI report-compared exposure point
concentrations to EPA Region IX PRGs and qualitatiuely assessed the results for theSI sites, and used EpA Region IX pRGs is asiessing the RI sites.

Comment 2: Number 2: fu we have previously commented, we do not agree that the use of atarget risk of l0-4 for screening HBL is appropriate. Nor d-o we agree that pRGs
should be 'recalculated' based on varying target risk levels. We believe the use ofPRGs and 'ambient' tevels for screening tras been addressed as ougined in the
minutes of a meeting held January 17,7ggi and DTSC responses contained in anosA memorandum to cyrus shabahari dated February zc, t99s.

Response: Ambient levets, called Hunters Point Ambient Levels (HPAL) have been developed bythe Navy. However. HPALs have not received concurrence irom the regulatory
agencies. Once concurrence regarding the HPALs has been received, they will be
used for screening purposes as adopted by the BRAC cleanup Team (BCT).

Comment 3: Number 3: This item appears to conflict, in part lvith item number l. We agree
that the- PRG methodology is intended as a screening method and that detailed
human health risk assessments should follow U.S. EFA and Cal/EpA guidance.
Item number 1, however, states that 'PRGs will only be used in subsequent

PR,GVHBL.CAL
July 17, t995



Response:

Comment 4:

Response:

documents, such as^the t'easibility study.' while item number 3 indicates that 'The
PRG_methodology for determining risk wilr not be required in future humanhealth risk assessments.' Exactly which risk orror-.nts will utilize the pRG
methodology and which risk assessments wiil not? we agree that the pRG
methodology, as outlined in the DTSC memorandum dated October 2g,lgg4should be used for property lease decisions.

Item number 3 in the memorandum addressed to EPA from the Navy, dated February3, 1995, was included to reiterate that the Region IX pRG methodology may ;;.used in HHRAs conducted for reports such aJ the RI. As discussed in specificcomment l, the EpA Region IX pRG methodology or the associated exposureparameters will be used in all HHRAs unless a oetiiteo evaluation of site-specific
conditions (such as funre land use) reveals that the use of EpA Region IX pRGs isinappropriate. For example, the EPA Region IX PRGs do not consider exposurescenarios other than those for the residential or industrial setting for soil.

HHRAs conducted for EBSs to support properry leases will use the EpA Region IX .
PRG methodology.

Number 4: we wourd propose that the screening process be compreted with thePRG values contained in thre pRG list which is current when the screeningprocess calculations are begun. The current pRG rist is dated February i ress.

Since the data for Parc_els B through E are currently undergoing evaluation for thedraft versions of the RI reports, for consistency among the RI reports, the Navyproposes that the February 1995 EPA Region ix pnci be used i trtr ,.r..nini toolfor th9 RI reports follh: remaining pur..ir. If it has been determined appropriate touse EPA Region IX PRGs ot .*poiute parameters in the risk calculations, the HHRAwill also use the same version oi the E'ee Region IX pRGs as the RI reports.

PROVHBL.CAL
July l?, 1995


